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Abs tract

In a longitudinal field experiment, 42 groups were assembled on the

factors of individual ability and attitude similarity resulting in a

2 x 2 crossed ANOVA design. ihese groups then worked on six projects

~hich spanned a three month time period. For each project, measures

of group performance and group cohesion were taken. Analyses show ed

that high ability groups exhibited the best performance whereas

attitudinally similar groups expressed the greatest cohesiveness. In

addition , correlational data suggest that the affect of attitude

similarity on cohesion is not ininediate, but develops overtime; and

that across the six projects , performance can be both positively and

negatively related to cohesion.
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Abstract

In a longitudinal field experiment, 42 groups were assembled on the

factors of individual ability and attitude similarity resulting in a

2 x 2 crosse d ANOVA design. These groups then worked on six projects

which spanned a three month time period. For each project, measures

• of group performance and group cohesion were taken. Analyses showed

that high ability groups exhibited the best performance whereas

att i tudinally similar groups expressed the greatest cohesiveness. In

• addition , correlational data suggest that the affect of attitude

similarity on cohesion is not iniiiediate, but develops overtime; and

th at across the six projects, performance can be both posi tively and

negatively related to cohesion . 

~~v. - -- ~-



—‘ ‘.‘-~~~
‘---‘---- ‘- ~~~~~~~,—eC-..------, .e -.

• ..-

:\ LONGITUDINAL FIELD INVESTiGATiON ON ‘II IE IMPACT OF

GROUP COMPOSITION ON GROUP PERFORMANCE AND CC*-IESIU’J

J.R. Terborg, C.1-1. Castore, and J.A. DeNinno

Purdue tiniversitl

C~e of the most pervasive questions concerning group effectiveness

involves group composition. How do skills, personality characteristics,

likes and dislikes, etc., of individual group members influence the out-

put of the group? If answers could be fot~ d to questions like these,

then groups could be assembled so as to maximize the occurance of desir-

able group outcomes .

To this end, some research in group composition has focused on the

skills and abilities of individual group members. It was assumed that

group eff ectiveness could be enhanced by selecting group members on the

basis of technical competence. Standard selection procedures for group

composition were based on this assumption. I-however, in their review of

the group literature, McGrath and Altman (1966) concluded that while in-

div idual abil ity appears to predict indiv idual performance , there is

little evidence that group performance can be reliably predicted from

knowledge of member ability.
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• Yet this need not always be the case. Steiner (1972) argues that group

perfo rmance depends on the adequacy of the resources members have at their

disposal and upon the manner in which these resources are used. Determin-

ation of relevant resources depends on an analysis of the demands and

characteristics of the task. Thus , through conside ration of task demands,

it shoul d he possible to assemble effective work groups on the basis of

relevant individual abilities . At the present time , job analysis is

valuable for individual selection and placement (McCormi ck , Jeanneret, ~
Macham , 1972) . It remains to be determined the degree to which such

approaches can be useful for group composition.

A second variable of interest to group researchers has been the inter-

personal compatability of the group members. Here it is assumed that on

tasks where coordination or joint activity is involved, member compatability

becomes an important determinant of group performance. This is necessary

for the group to function without problems of comaunication or authority,

or any other interpersonal problems. Available research suggests that both

actual group performance and anticipated performance and satisfaction can

be increased by assembling group members on the basis of self-selection

(Van Zelst, 1952), need compatability (Reddy ~ Byrnes , 1972), and attitude

similar ity (Castore ~ DeNinno , 1972, 1975). The relationship of such

st’lection procedures to compatability and performance is, howeve r , poorly

delineated and not well understood.

In an attempt to discover additional characteristics which would affect

conipatability , the theore tical fo rmulations and suppo rting research of

Byrne (1971) , Heider (1958), and Newcomb (1961) appear useful. They suggest

that the similarity of attitudes and values which individuals h old may be

ui importan t determinant of their ability to interact effectively, When a

high concordence on attitude issues exists, interpersonal interaction is

L. —— ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~• -~~ —
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facilitated , and when a low concordence on attitude issues exists , inter-

personal interaction is inhibited or can even take the form of hostility .

Continuing this l ine of reasoning, one would expect that on group tasks

which require member interaction, attitude similarity would lead to

effective group performance i~hu1e attitude dissimilarity might well suppress

effective group performance.

In sp ite of the prac tical value of knowing the eff ects of group corn-

posLtion on group outcomes, recent reviews of small group research report

that in general, there exists a lack of attention to the problems of group

composition (Nelmreich , Bakeman , ~ Scherwitz , 1973; McGrath ~ Altman , 1966).

Further , these reviews also mentioned several added potential problem

areas which characterize group research and make effective studies of group

composition more difficul t : (a) Research on smal l groups has been conducted

almost exclusively in laboratory settings, (b) Ad-hoc groups constructed

by the researcher for purposes of the experiment have been studies more

often than naturally occuring work groups . And , (c) the functioning of the

group typically has been examined at only one point in time as opposed to

longitudinal research where repeated observations are taken. The extent to

which such laboratory studies with ad-hoc groups working for short time

durations have internal validity as well as external validity is question-

able. Anderson (1961) stated that individuals in groups require a certain

amount of time together before they begin to behave as a group. As a result,

the time duration of the experimen t may influence the obtained resul ts.

Similarly, Lorge , Fox, Davitz , and Brenner (1958) warned against generalizing

principles found with ad-hoc groups to groups which interact over time.

Clearly, meaning m l  group research should be designed with these factors in

mind.
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~ iic purpose ot thc 1)1csent i nves t iga t ion  was to examine the effects of

~~~ tip ~cri tb L i abi L i t  y and aLt i t ide -
~ i iu i  lan ty on group performance in a

lo T a ~ i t  ~ 1~~IdI I i  e Id pe ri n ~u ii t  . I t  is hypothesized that (1) homogeneously

h i 1 i t  ,i~ I l i t  v groups s i l l  out pex’toiin ho~iogviicnusly low abil i ty groups , and

(~
) at t i t u d i n a l l y  s imi la r  groups wil l out perform attitudinall y dissimilar

gro ups .

A second group uU~ Coihc oi considerab le importance is the cohes iveness

of the group . C o h c s i t c I l L s S  i s  assumed to he a desirable group outcome

si : ice  i t i s  t . ; i ~:aIlv associated with accurate communication , high sat is-

t~~ t i on , an~1 low ul~sLI1teci S1n and turnover (Lott ~ Lott , 1965; Stogdill, 1972).

Fu r ther , cohesiveness is based in part on the rewards obtained through group

~c~lw’ rship (ci .  Cartwr i ght , 1968 ; Lott E~ Lott , 1965) . Therefore , if one

a~sin ncs tha t  hi~ }i group performance is rewarding and that ability is related

t ’~ group performance , then it is hypothesized that homogeneously high ability

co~~s will cxj ress greater cohesiveness than homogeneously low ability groups .

~~uiding 1v , based on the attitude simi larity literature , it is hypothes i zed

that att itudinally similar groups will express greater cohesiveness than

~ttitucIinally dissimilar groups.

Fir~a11~’, in his review of group perf ormance and cohesion , Stogdill (1972)

cc~c1uded that only under conditions of hi gh group drive , cohesiveness and

r~ductivity will be negatively related. To jump ahead, in the present

c ’:pL rirnent group performance comprised one-fourth of the subject’s grade in

a college course on land surveying. Assuming then from the beginning that

4 the groups will  be motivated to obtain a high course grade , it is hypothesized

that group performance wil l  be positive ly correlated with group cohesion .

METHOD

St~~ uct~— .

The subjects were 127 aL and six fu~aLc undergraduate students enrolled L 
— 
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in f ive sections of an introductory course on land surveying. At the

f i rst class meeting , subjects were told by the course instructors that

the exl)eru~~nters were interested in examining the performance of the survey

groups and that the faculty had given permission for the experimenters to

study- the students in the course should they (the students) consent .

Pa r t i c i pation was thus voluntary . No studen t refused to he included in the

study .

Desc r iption of the Task

Three and four-person groups worked on six field projects which cove red

basic techniques in land surveying . For each proj ect , all members of a group

received the same group grade . Performance on these projects comprised one-

fourth of the student ’s total grade in the course . it was assumed at the

outset of the study that this would constitute a situation in which the

subjects were highly mot ivated.

Specifically,  each project contained three seperate parts of subtasks .

For each subtask, students had to occupy three positions; one person working

the plumbline , one person working the transit , and one pers on writing down

the results. Students were required to rotate through the three positions

across assignments so that every student had at least one turn at every

position. Using Steiner’s classification scheme (1972), this task can bes t

be conceptualized as a divisible task (i.e.,  division of labor) , with

specified matching to specified positions (i .e . ,  students were assigned to

positions) , and where group performance was additive ( i . e . ,  performance on

each project was the sum of the three subtasks) . In addition , the task had

disjunctive properties . On a disjunctive task , the performance of the group

is determined by one group member. This is based on the course instructors

jud gements that the student working the t ransit had the greatest influence

on the accuracy and hence grade received on the part:icuiar project the group

ii
-~~~~~~
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-ci~- ~~O I —  Fig on.

r~ FLssen~)1ed to be homogeneous ly high or low on ability and

1 nlai g~-i w-ctis ly  I i i ~ I i or loi -~ on at t i tude Sian larity resulting in a 2 x 2

cros SLd \2~i \ . \ Lkc i gn.

) i L - I - T 1 i I w ~ the a h i l i t  y di a cis  ion , follow ing d i scussions wit h course

Os t r u :  rs , -~:ore- s on the quant 1 tat ivc section of the Scholastic Aptitude

I t s t  HA1~~) , aid c lf l T lul :ut  t v e grade point average (GPA ) were selected on a

1ogi:~ I h~ s L; w~ m d i  ~~ s of task relevant abilities. The fol lowing pro-

was used to classify groups . For each subject , his/her SATQ score

and Li~\ were converted to z-scores . Assigning equal weight to each z-

a weight ed sun was computed . ~ubjcc ts were then placed in rank orde r

on tOe u a ;t s  of these scores . Homogeneous ly hi gh ability groups were assembled

f r -on S L O U L -ilts s~J t i i  scores above the median and homogeneous ly low ability

YrouIps were assembled from students with scores below the median.

For attitude similarity , subjects responded on a six-point scale to 20

attitude statements taken from the Survey of Attitudes Questionnaire (Bryrne ,

1971) . These statements covered such inoccous topics as state income tax ,

lega l  drinking age , ath letics , etc. In each of the five class sections , a

correlation matrix was computed which correlated subjects on the basis of

the i r  responses to the 2 ()  attitude statements . Within each ability level ,

homogeneous ly high attitude similarity groups were assembled from subjects

who had high correlations with each other and homogeneous ly low attitude

s i u u i l a r i t y  groups we re assembled from subjects who had low correlations with

ach other. \s a ci-cdc on the manipulation , the grand mean of the inter-

- Irre tat ions lOt the similar  groups was compared to the grand mean of the

i r I t L I )r rela tions for the dissimi lar groups . The two means were signifi-

cant ly d i ffe rent from cad other ~~~~~~ = .57; S.D . = .09 ; 
~dissimilar =

— — ---——--.--~ —-- - - ---—-~ ---- -~~~—--- —- —--~~— —~~~~~~-- -  —--—-—---- - --. - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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.25 ;  L . .  = .10 ; t ~ 11. 10; df = -10 ; 1 - .00 1)

I i i  111 , t :cic ~ c - i e :  (_ 1) 7 th re e—person  tu l i p s  and 2 I j U i  p01501 1

g r ill s cLi~ si t i e d  as h i g h :iJ i l i t y - and hi gh a t t i tude  s i t u i l a r i t y ,  (2) 11

t h ree -~ L - r ~~a l g ru nt ) :  :u id I t our -person g ! c l i j )  c l a : F- I ioU a:; t i ~ l i ahil i t v and

I ow i t t  i tu id  s t o t  I-u i t y , (3) LI three - poiSon groups u 1 l  2 four—person

groups c I :o ~ i i ~ei  ;o~ l i t ,  ab i l i ty  and high at t i tude s i t u  J a r  i ty  , and 14) ~ t hr e e

pe ISOIl g I 0 ) i:C ~ uiL 2 t ou r  t ) L 1 — ~Oii cIou 1o~ c l a s s i f i ed  ~~ I ~~ i I I i ty  and 1 01-,

a~ t j t i k  ~ l i l t  r i  ty . The six 1ci~ u ft students i-Were raj idul i dispersed amon g

~~ R 42 gru u~~. Al so , the four -per - o~u group s were di str 1~~t ed as equall y as

t ’assihle orIOn : the  our c o l t s  giv en an odd ij utiber of four~person groups .

.\ssossluuent of ~ j c ’ i  2u ~ ‘~ ariabies

For toic lu b the s m x  p r i e c ~ s , ~ mop perfonrance and group cohesiveness

Oo ro assessed as dependent ~.isures . brouj ) 
~ 

ilu r runuce was determined by

ructors ’ g i : n L ~ ttc lug a 20 point grading scale with 20 being the hi ghest

g n u ] :  Oh t ;L i c n i b  t o .  Group cohes tV cHC SS was 1 i S o  I on gre Ij )  : Ionü)er responses

t o th ree juu : I ons u ~ciI we re typ ed on a soi~ r~i~ - ago ad attached to each

proj ect . ftc U) ) o F~ O f i i l i  :ation of cohesi~ono -s a o d  he re is similar  to

that reported Ci s r - .i~ i c  (cf .  , Schachtc :, 1951 0 l a ~ o t cc , Lll ertson , McBride ,

U~ Gregory , 1051) . Sub j c c t ~ re asked to respond to the 4uest ions indiv id-

ua l ly . The th ree 4uest ions were : (1) “h ow would you desc r ibe the way you

and th~ other members of your survey party ‘got along ’ toge t her on this

task7~’ , (2 J icould you socialize with the members of y:ur survey party out-

side of :iass?” , and (3) Would you want to remain a member of this survey

party on future projects ?” . Responses were made on a seven point scale with

high score:- associated with favorable responses. For each of the six projects ,

the three cohes i on i t o Ls  were correlated with eadi other to examine if the

itei~ were me asuring Lie sante construc t . Within each trial , all items were

signi ficantly int er eorie I t I. d at the ~ )5 l o t - i  or bet  i c r .  l~~c . oh os ; \‘CflL’Ss

— -  — -— - -—V - -~~
- - -

~
---~~~
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ni a grouji for  ~uiv gi ron t r i a l  was equal to the st uni nation of the group

o~lier i-espouses to t h e  t h r e e  questions ( ni inimuin ROSS ihie score = 9

nnaxi mruni puss ihIe score ( i3)  . Responses from t our-person groups were computed

in the  s:une maimer w i t h  t ine  except ion that four-person group totals were

u n i t  ipl ied Lw .75 so as t I  oquat c t ia-  I r scoies with th ree -person groups . In

cases oi n u s s  i n 5  d ; t  :i , the can of the c x i  s t i n g  ~~~l e i - -~ i i  t h e  group war

ised in the e ) i i l i it i t t  i on of the group score . tii  os mu g data did not , exceed

c~ cii percent of thc  total fur any gicoil i r ( icot

R1iSUL~l S

All a i r a l . se s  wor e  conducted with  the group as the u n i t  of analysis.  For

cach L k -O ende tut  variable , a 2 x 2 x O hotwc-en -~~ithin iniweighted means AV)VA

w i t h  r e rea ted  ~oasuros on the third factor was conducted. Ihc factors corres-

pounced 1 to hi gn/ lot  a b i l i t y ,  high/ low attitude similarity , and six trials

(i roiects respective l y .  —l ean s and standard deviations are presented in

Liole I

Insert lable 1 about he re

Since the design included unequal samp le sizes , prior to analyses , the

homogeniety of variance assumption was examined. Based on Bartlett ’s Test

f o r  unequa l ‘i ’s , the hypothesis of equal cell variance was not rejected for

t i  var iab le  of group cohesion (p > .15) , but was rejected for the variable

of group performance (p < .01). Therefore , the obtained F-ratios for per-

l r l : ; i l c -  iota should be interpreted as approximate F-ratios . However , it

is not known - l a u t t u c r the computed F-ratios for the performance data are

negative ly h ia- ;cd or p os it i vely biased. As shown in Table 1, the hi gh

a b i l i t y  groups had -aic l Ier standard deviation s than the low abili ty groups .

I t h i s  rest r iction in t a r t  onc e lot hi gh abi  lit) ’ greI l~~s was due to a

ceiling in  possible per ior -nia ti ratings ( r e c a l l  that 20 was the maximr un
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performance score) , then the group perfo rmance mean for hi gh abil i ty

gro ups could be restricted resul t ing  in a smaller mean difference between

groups and a potentially ncgat ivc- ly biased test statistic. On the other

hand , t ire existence of a ceiling effect also could result in a positively

biased test s t a t i s t i c  s I I I p I V due to the smaller observed variance . In all ,

for the performance data , the result s sLt ~uld be interpreted with these

considerations in mind . 
-

Results of the ~A ( A A ’ s for perfo rmance and cohesion are presented in

Table 2 .  $pecifically ,  high abi l i ty  groups deii~nstrated better overall

per fo rmance than low ability groups 
~
‘
high ability 

= 18.10 ; 
~~~~ ability 

=

17 .22 , p = ~~~~~ Computation of the eta-squared statistic (E2) showed

Insert Table 2 about here

that abi l i ty  accounted for three percent of the performance variance . Attitude

si i r i i l ar it v  had no statistical affect on group performance . There also was

a sigiiifmc w ut main effect for trials (p < .001 , E~ = .17) . There were no

significant interactions . Further , results of the Newman -Keuls statistic

on performance data indicated that trials 6, 5, 3, and 4 were all significantly

greater than trial 1 (p < .01); and that trials 5 , 3, and 4 were significant ly

greater than trial 2 (p < .01) . No other comparisons reached statistical

si gnificance.

There was a significant main effect for attitude similarity on cohesion.

Att it udinally similar groups expressed greater cohesion than attitudinally

dissimilar groups. (Xsimiiar 
= 50.89, 

~dissimi1ar 
47.38, p = .04, B2 = .10) .

There were no other si gnificant main effects nor interactions for cohesion .

The correlations between attitude similarity and cohesion , and per for-

mance and cohesion for t h e  s ix t r ia l  are i rc-u ~cilt~ d in Table 3. Specifically,

Insert l ot )  I o 0 i I ) OI I t  hero

I
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the r e-lot ionship between at t i t u d e  n i m i l a r i t ~- and cohesion tends to increase

over t r i a l s  w i t h  the l a s t  th ree r i a l s  being si gnif ican t at p< . 10 or better.

\lso , cohesion r~ rs p o~i i t  i t e l ~’ correlated w i t h  per formance on the f i rs t  t r ia l

(r = . 2S , r < .10 ) and lie gat  i vel~ cor n - e l a t e d  w i t h  ixu rfonnance on the last

t r ia l  ( r  = - .30 , p < .1) 5) .

1) ISCU SSI )N

The results of th i s  experiment gave support to the hypotheses that group

l~~’r 1uI1~~u)ce- is dependent on the sk il ls and ab i l i t ies of the indiv idual

group members , and that group cohesion can he facilitated by the construction

of a t t i t u thna l ly  similar groups . The data suggest that the impact of such

a t t i tude  or value compatal) ility on cohesion is not immediate , but requires

t hue to take effect , and that ove r time , performance can be both positively

and negat ively correlated wi th  cohesion . No support was found for the

1ivpothesi:cd relationships between group member ability and cohesion , nor

between group member attitude similarity and performance.

Addressing the observed relationship between group ability and group

performance , it appears that two factors must be considered when assembling

~:c rk groups according to standard selection procedures . First , it is obvious

that task re-lev~nt skills and abilities must be identified and measured.

*on ie typo of job analysis would certainly be useful here . Second , it is

s u n y ~est ci1 that considerable attention be directed toward the characteristics

and deman ds of the task . In the present study , successful performance on

t b -  tas k was largely determined by the ability of the person working the

i t .  i nec all group members rotated through this position , it is

en -ii i that h omogeneous ly high ability groups would perform better than

o g c i i e O USl y lc~ a b i l i t y  groups . However , if students were allowed to

p e n n u i a t l y place the mos t capable group member behind the transit , then it

n i l J  no longer he I w d o s s a r )  for groups to be composed of all high ability

- . - . - . -- - -. . . - -  -~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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members . In t h i s  case , the abi l i ty  of one group member could compensate

for the lack of abilities of othe r group members . Therefore , it would

appear that the demands and characteristics of the task he considered so as

t i  b et t e r  specify the technical s k i l l  mix required for optima l group per-

fo rmance .

The finding that group ability was not related to cohesion is less

clear. It was assinned that if ab i l i ty  was related to per fo rmance , and

if  high perfo rmance was rewarding , then abili ty should influence cohesion .

A l tho ugh abil ity  did have an effect on perfo rmance , the actual diffe rence

in grades was less than one point on a 20 point scale. Although admittedly

post-hoc , it mi ght be suggested that this diff erence in obtained scores

may not have been sufficient to elicit differential feelings of task rewards

and accomplishment .

The impact of attitude similarity on cohesion again demonstrates the

pervas ive effect of this variable. Congruence of attitudes has been found

to influence j ury decisions (Mitchell ~ Byrne , 1973) , dating behavior ,

(Bryne , Ervin ~ Lamberth , 1970) , the dollar amount of loans (Golight ly ,

hluffman ~ Bryne , 1972) , and interview decisions (Peters ~ Terborg , 1975)

to name jus t a few . Given that group cohesion is related to communication,

satisfaction , turnover, and absenteeism (Lott F~ Lott, 1965 ; Stogdill , 1972),

the use of this inexpensive and easily administered technique for assessing

this aspect of group composition would seem to merit further investigation.

Along these lines, a post-hoc analysis was made on the frequency of

missing data (one type of withdrawal behavior) according to conditions . The

observed percents were: (1) high ability/high similarity = 2.87 percent, (2)

H ig h ability/low similarity 2.25 percent, (3) low ability/high similarity

3. ~l percent, and (4) low ahi lity/low similarity 7.14 percent. Computation

of the overall thi-square statistic approached significance (X2 = 7.15 , df = 3,

-- -—  -- -
—— -  - - 
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p -
~ .06). Since the low ability/low similarity condition had by far tine

greatest amount of missing data , on additional (id-square was computed

which compared this condition to the combination of the remaining three

conditions . This Chi-square was significant (X 2= 6 .7 2 , df = 1, p .01)

indicating that groups composed of low a b i l i t y  members who are attitudinall y

dissimilar show greater withdrawal behavior than all of the other groups .

Finally , the low ability groups had 97 percent more missing data than the

hig h ab i l i ty  groups , and the dissimilar groups had 37 percent more missing

data than 16 similar groups. Again, these data are strictly post-hoc ,

yet i f  one assumes that missing data represents a form of withdrawal behavior

as do turnove r and absenteeism , then these results support previous findings

and certainly point toward further research where this better can be examined.

The observation that attitude similarity did not influence group per-

forninance may be best exp lained by considering the nature of the task . It

was assumed that similarity of attitudes would minimize dysfunctional be-

haviors among group members. To use Steiner ’s terms , attitude similarity

would be expected to reduce losses due to faulty group processes (1972).

However , Steiner also states that when group members are assigned to positions,

as was done in this experiment, that the effect of group processes on per-

formance is truncated. There fore , the nature of the task may have limited

the degree to which attitude similarity could influence group performance.

Although no predictions were made for a trials main effect, there was

a signif icant diffe rence for performance . Grades tended to be lowest on

projects one and two , highest on projects three and four, and then drop off

slightly on projects five and six. A post-experimental discussion with the

course instructors suggested one possj ble reason for these findings . While

all  of the projects were rated as equal in difficulty , the instructors

stated that the first two projects covered the most interesting material .

— —--- -~ - —-
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If this description is correct, then these results are in partial agreement

rith the findings of Pepinsky , Pepinsky, and Pavlik (1960) . They concluded

that group performance is highest on tasks which are characterized by

variety, decision making , and coordination. Factors which all can make the

task more interesting. This finding again emphasizes the need to consider

the task as a determinant of group performance (see Ilackinan ; 1968, 1969 for

a more complete discussion of the importance of task characteristics).

Finally, of considerable interest were the obtained correlations between

attitude similarity and cohesion, and between cohesion and performance.

Examination of Table 3 shows that attitude similarity and cohesion were not

significantly correlated until the fourth project. Had the study ceased

after one or two projects, no relationship between attitude similarity and

cohesion would have been observed. This certainly questions the findings,

or lack of findings, sometimes found in the typical group experiment done

with ad-hoc groups over short time durations.

The correlations between cohesion and performance are jus t as striking.

Stogdill (1972), in his review of cohesion and productivity, reported 12

significant positive correlations, 11 significant negative correlations, and

11 nonsignificant correlations. The results obtained in this study provide

additional evidence for the equivocality between cohesion and performance

and cohesion would have received some support. However , by the time of the

sixth and final project, the two variables were significantly negatively

correlated. Unfortunately , in the present experiment it was assumed that

all groups would have high drive , and independent measures of drive were

not assessed. If they had, then Stogdill’s predictions concerning the

moderating effect of group drive on the performance/cohesion relationship

could have been examined . On an ad-hoc basis , conversations with the 

- - - — — - - - - — -- -----—-
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instructors suggested two related re asons for the findings . First , the

students, after some short time in the course, might have become aware that

almost no group would receive a greade lower than a “B” for this portion

of the course. Also, the high ability groups had virtually assured a high

grade by the cud of the third-fourth project. Both factors, although not

verifiable by direct recour3e to the subjects ’ impression , would have , ala ’

Stogdill’s model , produced the results obtained. P~search where group

drive and cohesiveness can be experimentally manipulated is required in order

to better understand how cohesion and performance are related.

In all, the results of this field experiment suggest that groups can be

assembled so as to maximize the occurance of desirable group outcomes . But

perhaps more importantly ,  the results also stress the importance of longitudina l

research . Wh i le this type of data collection usually is more costly (and

messy) than one-time laboratory studies, the utility of the data for under-

standing group behavior may well be worth the added expense and anguish .

-~~~~~~
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k-~ree of attitude similarity also was computed by examining the

i i  ffe rence scores between group member response profiles to the 20 attitude
statc?-ents ( .~~ee B lum F~ Naclor , 1968 , pp. 72 -74) . The two procedures showed
cve r 91) percent agreement in c l a s s i f i ca t i on of groups . The correlation
i ndex was used for all analyses.

as not to penalize those students who were placed in low ability
groups , the course instructors were asked to add one point to these
stud efit s ’ project grades prior to computation of their final course grades.
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